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THE VIRGIN BIRTH. 


By T. ALLAN HOBEN, 
Waupun, Wis. 


I. THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


THIs essay aims to trace the history and use of the story of the 
virgin birth of Jesus in the ante-Nicene Christian literature. In doing 
this, special attention is paid to the patristic field, which has not hitherto 
been thoroughly investigated with such a purpose in view. What is 
here offered on the New Testament material is introductory to the 
main body of the essay, and, as a prerequisite to tracing the use and 
effects of the New Testament stories in the subsequent Christian litera- 
ture, aims to determine whether these narratives in reality represent a 
double or only a single attestation of the virgin birth, and also to 
ascertain what is their exact meaning.* 

The question whether the account of the virgin birth has in the 
New Testament a single or a double attestation is, broadly speaking, 
the question of the common origin or independence of the infancy 
sections of Matthew and Luke. Resch’ holds that Matthew and Luke 
used a pre-canonical child history, which had been translated from 
Hebrew into Greek, and that, if we had that history, it would be a har- 
mony of the infancy stories of the first and third gospels. Conrady 3 
thinks that the protevangelium of James is that pre-canonical source 
which both Matthew and Luke used, and that, moreover, Luke had 
access to Matthew’s account. Whether the infancy stories are more 
independent than these theories would imply can be ascertained only 
by a comparative examination of the material. 

The genealogies, Matt. 1:1-17 and Luke 3: 23-38, may be first 
considered in such a comparison. The generations prior to Abraham 
are peculiar to Luke, and, while favoring the independence of the two 
tables, are probably more significant as indicating Luke’s understanding 

*The pseudonymous and fictitious material which falls within the ante-Nicene 
period and is usually included under the title of the New Testament apocrypha will 


be briefly treated in an appendix, for the purpose of supplementing the study of the 
ante-Nicene Fathers. 


2 Kindhettsevangelium nach Lucas und Matthaeus. 
3 Die Quelle der hanonischen Kindheitsgeschichte Jesu. 
473 
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of the virgin birth, as will be pointed out later. Between Abraham 
and David the two tables, having access to the Old Testament material, 
are in harmony, but between David and Joseph, where one would 
expect them to be precise in proving the Davidic descent of Jesus, they 
are, with the possible exception of two names,’ wholly at variance. 
Thus the genealogical tables as a whole make against the theory of a 
common source. The explanation that Luke gives the genealogy of 
Mary is not substantiated or adequate. 

Continuing this comparison, the question of the common depend- 
ence or the interdependence of the infancy sections can be better 
appreciated, perhaps, by a tabulation showing the material in either 
account. 


MATTHEW. LUKE. 
Birth of John the Baptist 
promised, 1: 5-25 
Annunciation to Mary, 1: 20-38 


Annunciation to Joseph, 1: 18-25 
Mary’s visit to Elizabeth, 1: 39-56 
Birth of John the Baptist, 1:57-80 


Birth of Jesus, 2:1-7 
The angels and the shepherds, 2: 8-20 
The circumcision, 2:21 
Presentation in the temple, 2: 22-39 
The magi, 2:1-12 
Flight into Egypt and return 
to Nazareth, 2313-23 
Childhood at Nazareth, 2:23 Childhood at Nazareth, 2:39, 40 


Incident in the temple, 2:41-50 
Eighteen years at Nazareth, 2:51, 52 


It will be seen from the foregoing that Matthew and Luke are in 
agreement as to the birth-place, the parents’ names, a residence in 
Nazareth after the birth, the Davidic descent, and the virgin birth. 
But all of these facts, except the last, are derivable from the gospels 


4Shealtiel and Jerubbabel, Matt. 1:12; Luke 3: 27. 


5In connection with Matt. 1: 16 it should be brought to notice that, although all 
the Greek uncials and nearly all the minuscules have “ Joseph the husband of Mary, 
of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ,” the Curetonian Syriac, the Armenian, 
two Greek minuscules (346 and 556), and most of the old Latin versions have, 
“Joseph to whom the virgin Mary was betrothed begat Jesus who is called Christ,” 
while the Sinaitic Syriac has, ‘“‘ And Joseph to whom the virgin Mary was betrothed 
begat Jesus Christ.” The reading of the MS. recently discovered at Oxyrhynchus 
agrees with the Greek uncials. 


THE VIRGIN BIRTH 475 


proper, or, as in the case of the Bethlehem birth, from such informa- 
tion as may easily be supposed to have been common Christian tradi- 
tion (John 7:42). On the other hand, Matthew represents Bethlehem 
as the home of Joseph and Mary prior to their flight into Egypt, while 
Luke knows of no home for the sacred family except that of Nazareth, 
and is silent concerning the annunciation to Joseph, the star, the magi, 
the slaughter of the innocents, and the flight into Egypt. Matthew 
omits completely the story of John the Baptist, thus causing his gospel 
proper to begin with needless abruptness, were he in possession of 
the source used by Luke. Moreover, Matthew says nothing of the 
annunciation to Mary, or of Mary’s visit to Elizabeth; nothing of the 
angels and the shepherds, the circumcision, the presentation in 
the temple, the incident in the temple at the age of twelve, and the 
youth spent in Nazareth. 

Now, if we take a section from the gospel where Matthew and Luke 
are evidently dependent upon their common source, Mark, we can the 
better determine whether a similar dependence exists here. Taking 
the record of the second northern journey for retirement, beginning 
with Matt. 16:13 and Luke 9g: 18, the order of events is as follows: 


MATTHEW. LUKE. 
1. Peter’s confession - - - - 16:13-20 9: 18-21 
2. Death and resurrection foretold - 21-28 22-27 
3. Transfiguration - - - - - 17:1-13 28-36 
4. The demoniac boy - - - - 14-207 37-434 
5. Death and resurrection again foretold - 22, 23 436-45 
6. The shekel in the fish’s mouth - - 24-27 (Matthzan addition to 
common source) 
7. Discourse on humility and forgiveness - chap. 18 46-50 


Comparing the substantial nature of this harmony of events with 
the comparative relation of events in the infancy sections, the evidence 
is against a common source in the latter case. 

Having made this survey, it may be well to take up the two accounts 
of the virgin birth in order to ascertain whether there is evidence of a 
common source in this particular part of the infancy sections. This 
involves a comparison of Matt. 1 : 18-25 with Luke 1 : 26-38 and 2:6, 7; 
and, at the same time, of both with the parallel material of the gospel 

6 This passage also indicates that the Bethlehem birth was not known in the life- 
time of Jesus, but that it was a commonly accepted fact in the apostolic age. On the 


other hand, one must admit the possibility that the information presented in John 
7:42 may be derived from the infancy story itself. 


7 Vs, 21 expunged as an interpolation. 
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of James, in order to ascertain the value of the theory which makes it 
the common source of the canonical stories. 

Matthew and Luke are in harmony in their statement of the chief 
fact, that Mary was Joseph’s betrothed, and prior to any sexual 
intercourse on their part conceived a son by the Spirit of God, and 
that such a conception was predictive of the child’s future greatness. 
But in Luke the angel who announces this wonderful fact and names 
the unborn child is sent to Mary in Nazareth, while in Matthew the 
angel comes in a dream to Joseph, presumably in Bethlehem. The 
particular task of the one to be born is represented in Luke as ruling 
on the throne of David forever, and in Matthew as saving his people 
from their sins. In Luke his manner of birth warrants the epithet 
“God’s Son,” and in Matthew, “Immanuel.” 

The limits of the present article do not permit the insertion of the 
Greek text of these three accounts in such a way as to make clear all 
corresponding material, but from such an examination we are con- 
vinced that Conrady’s thesis isuntenable. The following extract from 
the gospel of James may be compared with the Lucan and Matthzan 
accounts, the verbal correspondence to Luke being roughly designated 
by italics, that to Matthew by capitals, and that to both by spaced type : 

11. And she took the pitcher and went out to fill it with water. And 
behold a voice saying: Haz/, thou who hast recetved grace, the Lord is with 
thee ; blessed art thou among women (Luke 1: 42). And she looked around 
on the right hand and on the left to see whence this voice came. And she 
went away trembling to her house, and put down the pitcher ; and taking the 
purple she sat down on her seat and drew it out. Amd behold, an angel of 
the Lord stood before er, saying: Fear not, Mary, for thou hast found favor 
before the Lord of all, and thou shalt conceive according to his word. And 
she hearing reasoned with herself, saying : Shall I conceive by the Lord, the 
living God? and shall I bring forth as every woman brings forth ἢ (Luke 
1:34). And the angel of the Lord sazd: Not so Mary: for the ower of the 
Lord shall overshadow thee: wherefore also that holy thing that shall be born 
of thee shad/ be called the son of the Most High. And thou shalt call 
his name Jesus, FOR HE SHALL SAVE HIS PEOPLE FROM 
THEIR SINS. And Mary said: Behold the servant of the Lord before his 
face; let it be unto me according to thy word. 

13. And she was in her sixth month; and behold, JOSEPH came back 
from his building, and entering into his house he DISCOVERED that she was 
big WITH CHILD. And he smote his face and threw himself upon the 
ground upon the sackcloth, and wept bitterly, saying: With what face shall 
I look upon the Lord my God, and what prayer shall I make about this 
maiden? because I received her a virgin out of the temple of ‘the Lord, and 
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I have not watched over her. Who is it that has hunted me (her) down? 
Who has done this evil thing in my house and has defiled the virgin? Has 
not the history of Adam been repeated in me? For just as Adam was in the 
hour of his singing praise, and the serpent came and found Eve alone and 
completely deceived her, so it has happened to me also. And Joseph stood 
up from the sackcloth and called Mary and said unto her: Oh, thou who 
hast been cared for by God, why hast thou done this and forgotten the Lord 
thy God? Why hast thou brought low thy soul, thou who wast brought up 
in the holy of holies and that didst receive food from the hand of an angel? 
And she wept bitterly, saying: I am innocent, and have known no man. 
And Joseph said to her: Whence then is that which is in thy womb? And 
she said: As the Lord my God liveth, I do not know whence it is to me. 

14. And Joseph was greatly afraid, and retired from her, and considered 
what he should do in regard to her. And Joseph said: If I conceal her sin, 
I find myself fighting against the law of the Lord; and if I expose her to the 
sons of Israel, I am afraid lest that which is in her be from an angel, and I 
shall be found giving up innocent blood to the doom of death. What then 
shall I do with her? I will put her away from me secretly. (Matt. 1: 19.) 
And night came upon him; and BEHOLD, AN ANGEL OF THE LORD 
APPEARS TO HIM IN A DREAM, SAYING: BE NOT AFRAID for 
this maiden, FOR THAT WHICH IS IN HER IS OF THE HOLY 
SPIRIT, AND SHE SHALL BRING FORTH A SON, and thou shalt 
call his name Jesus, FOR HE SHALL SAVE HIS PEOPLE FROM 
THEIR SINS. AND JOSEPH AROSE FROM SLEEP and glorified the 
God of Israel who had given him this grace ; and he kept her. . . . 

Ig. And I said: I am seeking a Hebrew midwife. And she answered 
and said unto me: Art thou of Israel ? And I said unto her: Yes. And she 
said: And who is it that is bringing forth in the cave?* AndI said: A 
woman betrothed to me. And she said to me: Is she not thy wife? AndI 
said to her: It is Mary who was reared in the temple of the Lord, and I 
obtained her by lot as my wife. And yet she is not my wife, but has con- 
ceived OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. (Matt. 1:18, 25.) And the midwife said 
to him: Is this true? And Joseph said to her: Come and see. And the 
midwife went away with him. And they stood in the place of the cave, and 
behold, a luminous cloud overshadowed the cave. And the midwife said : 
My soul has been magnified this day, because mine eyes have seen strange 
things — because salvation has been brought forth to Israel. (Luke 1 : 46, 
68 ff.) And immediately the cloud disappeared out of the cave and a great 
light shone in the cave so that the eyes could not bear it. And ina little 
that light gradually decreased until the infant appeared and went and took 
the breast from his mother Mary. And the midwife cried out and said: 


® The gospel of James represents this cave as being within three miles of Bethle- 
hem. : 


9 Contrast Luke 2:6, 7. 
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This is a great day to me because I have seen this strange sight. And the 
midwife went forth out of the cave and Salome met her. And she said 
to her: Salome, Salome, I have a strange sight to relate to thee: A virgin 
has brought forth—a thing which her nature admits not of. Then said 
Salome: As the Lord my God liveth, unless I thrust in my finger and search 
the parts, I will not believe that a virgin has brought forth. 

20. And the midwife went in and said to Mary: Show thyself, for no 
small controversy has arisen about thee. And Salome put in her finger and 
cried out and said: Woe is me for mine iniquity and mine unbelief, because 
I have tempted the living God; and behold my hand is dropping off as if 
burned by fire. 

Anyone who is acquainted with the story-making habit, the extrava- 
gant characteristics of the apocryphal literature as a whole, or even 
with the tendency in New Testament interpolation, cannot hold 
Matthew and Luke to be deductions from this gospel of James. The 
gospel of James seems rather to be the fanciful working out of the 
canonical stories ; and, while it is difficult to account for the placing 
of the birth in a cave near Bethlehem, this may be a creation of fancy, 
the better to set off the miraculous illumination at the time of birth; 
or the invention may have been favored by the Septuagint translation 
of Isa. 33: 16.° 

Contrast with the above extract such samples of verbal dependence 
as Matt. 3:7-10 and Luke 3:7-9, or Matt. 12:43-45 and Luke 
11:24-26; or take the threefold account of Jesus’ encounter with the 
Pharisees,” Matt. 21: 23-27, Luke 20: 1-8, derived from Mark 11: 27-- 
33, and judge whether there is sufficient ground in the canonical 
stories of the virgin birth for supposing them to be dependent upon 
each other or upon the prolix vulgarity of the gospel of James. Indeed, 
the instances cited, together with such passages as Mark 12: 13-27, 
13:5-9, and parallels, serve to indicate the true nature of verbal 
dependence, and, taken with the comparison of the narratives as a 
whole, to warrant the conclusion that where the virgin-birth story first 
appears it is attested by two witnesses which betray no certain sign of 
dependence of one upon the other or of both upon a common source. 

τὸ See WESTCOTT, Canon of the New Testament, p. 102, note 7. 


tSee Huck, Synopse der drei ersten Evangelien, p. 17, where out of the 147 words 
composing the two accounts 130 are identical and arranged in the same order. For 
the second example see Huck, p. 54, where out of the 126 words of the two accounts 
104 are identical and inthe same order. Also RUSHBROOK, Synofpticon, pp. 136, 159. 

τὰ See Huck, pp. 118 ff., where of some 356 words composing the three accounts 
about 200 are identical and in the same order. See also RUSHBROOK, Synofticon, 
Ρ. 81. 
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It is now necessary, before proceeding to trace the influence of the 
narratives of the virgin birth on the subsequent Christian literature, to 
get as clear an idea as possible of the meaning of the story in the 
earliest forms preserved to us. Matthew’s thought seems to be that the 
wonder-working Spirit of God, exclusive of human agency, caused 
Mary to conceive ; that, by reason of this fact, she was innocent of any 
wrong such as that the suspicion of which had troubled Joseph; and 
that at the same time such a birth, being in accord with the Immanuel 
prophecy, marked the child to be born as the Messiah, the Savior of 
his people, as the one spoken of in Isa., chaps. 7 and 8, to be the 
deliverer of his nation in the impending war. Thus the application 
of the prophetic and symbolic expression “ Immanuel” was not for the 
purpose of designating the nature of the child, but rather his work, 
which was to be national and messianic. The result of the nation’s 
sins was always the withdrawal of God; but the Messiah would lead 
them in righteousness and save them from that abandoning by God 
which was at the same time the result of their sins and the cause of 
their impotence and subjection. The term “Immanuel,” then, is the 
prophetic and symbolic designation for Savior; but that it soon came 
to be used as designating the divine nature of Christ will appear from 
the study of the patristic literature. 

The meaning of Luke’s account of the virgin birth is not so clear, 
perhaps, but, like Matthew’s, is destitute of any attempt to explain the 
divine nature of Jesus upon the basis that God, and not a human 
father, was his begetter. In reply to Mary’s question (1 : 34), the angel 
says: “Holy Spirit shall come upon thee and power of Highest shall 
overshadow thee, therefore also the begotten thing shall be called holy, 
Son of God.” In other words, the pure Spirit of God will cause Mary 
to conceive miraculously, and thus, in contrast to the polluted offspring 
of any human begetter, who would be a sinful descendant of Adam, 
the child shall be pure as the begetting Spirit is pure. This is one 
element in the angel’s annunciation —the purity of the child through 
the action of the Holy Spirit and the breaking of the line of sinful 
Adam’s descent. The other is that the creative power of God is to act 
directly in this creation, as it did in that of Adam, the first man, who 
because of his direct creation by God is called God’s son (cf. 3: 38, 
“the son of Adam, the son of God’’). In like manner shall this one, 
whose holiness is secured by the breaking of the sinful Adamic descent, 
be termed Son of God because directly created by divine power. 

This is undoubtedly the dasis for the use of the term “Son of God” 
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in this passage; but has the term no larger content than that which 
applies equally to Adam? There are two other possibilities : first, that it 
is equivalent to “ Messiah ;” and, second, that it designates moral like- 
ness to God. In support of the former contention it can be pointed 
out that this passage in Luke is clearly messianic, as is seen in vss. 32 
and 33, and also in the psalms interspersed throughout the narrative. 
Moreover, the probable use of the term “Son of God” as a messianic 
title can be appealed to in Matt. 16:16 (but not in Mark 3:11; 5:73 
15:39; nor in Luke 3:22; 4:3,9; 9:35). For the view that it 
designates moral likeness to God it can be shown that the thought is 
thus made parallel to the preceding thought of purity and is brought 
into harmony with the Jewish conception of the original purity of 
Adam, avoiding at the same time a use of the term “Son of God” which 
cannot with certainty be attributed to any part of the New Testament 
except its latest elements. 

Adopting any one of these three possible interpretations, however, 
there is in the passage no explanation of the divine nature of Jesus on 
the basis of divine parentage, but at most only a statement and partial 
explanation of his purity (in Matthew more specifically an exoneration 
of the purity of Mary’s conception, and in Luke of the purity of Jesus 
from the hereditary Adamic sin), and a prophecy of his greatness as 
the theocratic representative. Both accounts have the national mes- 
sianic coloring, but in neither of them is there represented an incar- 
nation of a pre-existent being, such as is set forth in the prologue 
to John’s gospel. The natural deductions made from the terms 
“Immanuel” and “Son of God” by the subsequent Christian litera- 
ture, and the embarrassing attempts to harmonize the synoptists with 
the prologue of the fourth gospel, will be pointed out in the next 
section. , 

Passing from the infancy sections, we find no use of them (unless 
possibly John 7:42) or of the virgin birth prior to Ignatius, in the 
second decade of the second century. The narrative of the virgin 
birth, if in existence, made no impression upon the exponents of 
Christianity prior to the formation and crystallization of the preaching 
gospel, or, indeed, within the period in which the New Testament 
books— most of them, at least arose. There is no trace of it in 
Peter’s Preaching, as preserved to us; and Paul, though it would seem 
that he could have made occasional good use of the teaching,* pre- 
serves a significant silence ; Matthew’s gospel, from 3:1 on, depending 

13 #. g., 1 Cor. 15:45 ff.; 2 Cor. 5:21; Rom. 5:12 ff.; 8:3; Phil. 2:6 ff.; e¢ ai. 
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upon Mark, is also silent; and that portion of the gospel of Luke 
which, as we judge from 1:2 and Acts 1: 21, 22, constituted for him 
the gospel proper, viz., that which began, like Mark, with the public 
ministry of Jesus as inaugurated by John the Baptist, is likewise desti- 
tute of any trace of the virgin-birth story. The gospel of John is also 
silent.* What these facts signify as to the source of the story and the 
time of its rise is not the task of this essay, which passes to consider 
the history of the thought as traceable in the patristic literature. 


II. THE ANTE-NICENE FATHERS. 


In entering upon a study of the ante-Nicene Fathers in their treat- 
ment of the virgin birth, we are interested to know what sources they 
used, what was the influence of extra-canonical sources upon their 
views, and the time when this influence becomes discoverable. It is 
also desirable to ascertain what sources the so-called heretical teachers 
and writers used, and what various theories of the virgin birth were 
advanced by them ; and also to determine what the Fathers understood 
the virgin birth to mean, and what theological purpose they made it 
serve. With a view to answering these questions, and conscious of the 
fact that in the absence of any New Testament interpretation, save the 
meager hints of the infancy sections themselves, the interpretation of 
the Fathers became and remained the interpretation of the church at 
large, the study of this vast and not always interesting field is under- 
taken. 

Ι. Icnatius, second bishop of Antioch,* martyred between 107 and 
117 A.D., is the first and sole apostolic Father to leave us any material 
on the miraculous generation of Jesus. Not only so, but all the apos- 
tolic Fathers, save Ignatius and Aristides, in the Syriac version of his 
Apology, maintain a uniform and notable silence concerning the story 
of the birth and infancy of Jesus. In Clement of Rome, Polycarp, 
Barnabas, the Didaché, the Epistle to Diognetus, and the Shepherd of 
Hermas we look in vain for any reference either to the miraculous 
conception itself or to the infancy story of which the miraculous con- 
ception was the most striking feature. 

It is true that in Clement, Zpzstles, 1 : 32, there is an obscure refer- 
ence to the descent of Jesus Christ from Jacob (?) according to the 


That the gosfe/ narratives are quite oblivious to the fact of the virgin birth 
is most obvious in such passages as Matt. 13: 54-58== Mark 6:1-6; Luke 4:22; 
John 1:45; 6:42; 7:5, 27; while at the same time the infancy section itself does not 
present an apparently uniform statement, Luke 2 : 33, 35, 41, 48. 


ISEUSEBIUS, Church History, Books III, XXII, and XXXVI. 
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flesh, but the obscurity of the passage and its probable derivation from 
Rom. 9:5 leave the writings of Clement destitute of any reference to 
the infancy sections. Moreover, it is not as if the apostolic Fathers had 
no occasion to use the story of the virgin birth of Jesus; for Polycarp 
in his Zpistle, chap. 7, quotes 1 John 4: 3, ‘Whosoever does not con- 
fess that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is Anti-Christ,” and in chap. 
12 he maintains that Jesus is the Son of God; yet in both these 
places, where it would be natural and in keeping with the custom of 
so many of the ante-Nicene writers to refer to the infancy story, he is 
silent. 

Likewise in Barnabas, chap. 6, while there is a reference to the fact and 
purpose of the incarnation, a similar silence is maintained. ‘The Son 
of God therefore came in the flesh with this view, that he might bring to 
a head the sum of their sins who had persecuted his (their) prophets 
to the death.” The same is true of Diognetus, chap. 7, where there 
is a statement of how and for what purpose God sent his Son, and in 
chaps. 1o and 11, where John’s doctrine of the Word and mention 
of the only-begotten Son appear, but without reference to the infancy 
story. The Shepherd has no reference to Matthew’s gospel prior to 
the Sermon on the Mount, and none to Luke’s prior to the eleventh 
chapter. Neither has the Didaché any reference to Matthew prior to 
chap. 5, or to Luke prior to chap. 6. Ignatius has nothing to 
say about gospels, but mentions only the gospel which is an account 
of Jesus Christ, whom he accepts in place of all that is ancient and 
authoritative (Phi/ad., chap. 8), and which, with one exception (Rom., 
chap. 7, referring to John 6: 51), seems to coincide with the gospel as we 
have it in Matthew. 

The Ignatian controversy,” extending from 1495 to the present 
time, has succeeded in thoroughly discrediting the longer Greek recen- 
sion with the eight additional epistles, including the three in Latin. 
It has also pointed toward the conclusion that the Syriac version of the 
epistles to Polycarp, Ephesians, and Romans is but an imperfect 
series of extracts from the shorter Greek form of the seven usually 
accepted epistles ; and that the genuineness of this shorter Greek form 
itself is not in every respect beyond question. The free tampering with 
the text which makes against the high valuation of the later Fathers as 
textual evidence, necessarily discounts to some degree the patristic 

*%6LIGHTFOOT, Zhe Apostolic Fathers, 5. Ignatius and S. Polycarp, Vol. I, pp. 


315-414; THEODOsIUS ZAHN, Jgnatius von Antiochien. For bibliography see 
ScuaFr, History of Christian Church, Vol. 11, pp. 652, 653. 
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writings which deal with the supernatural birth. But to just what 
degree is difficult to ascertain. In the shorter Greek version, however, 
Ignatius awakens little or no suspicion of reflecting the thought of 
a later time; he rather exhibits the pre-theological naiveté natural to 
his time and his teaching, if he were a disciple of Paul or Peter or 
John. His reference to the supernatural birth of Christ is that of 
unquestioning and unphilosophic statement. In .32λ., chap. 7 (1, 
52),*” he says that Jesus Christ is “of flesh and of spirit, generate and 
ingenerate—(son) both of Mary and of God.”* In chap. 18 (I, 57) 
he says: ‘For our God,” Jesus the Christ, was conceived in the womb 
by Mary, according to a dispensation of God, of the seed of David, 
but also of the Holy Spirit ;””° and in chap. 19 (I, 57): ‘And hidden 
from the prince of this world were the virginity of Mary and her child- 
bearing.” In the same chapter the incarnation is regarded as “‘ God 
himself being manifested in human form for the renewal of eternal 
life,”* and in chap. 20 the manner of Christ’s generation is taken to 
explain his being Son of man and Son of God.* In Smyrn., chap, 
1 (I, 86), there is perhaps as full a statement as any: ‘He was 
truly of the seed of David according to the flesh, and the Son of God 
according to the will and power of God. He was truly born of a vir- 
gin, was baptized by John, in order that all righteousness might be ful- 
filled by him.”’* 

From Magnesians, chap. 11, we learn that the birth, passion, and res- 

17 The citations in parentheses refer to the American reprint of the Edinburgh edi- 
tion of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, revised by A. C. Coxe, D.D. New York: Scribner, 
1899. 

 IGnaTius, Zphesians, VII, 2: Εἷς ἰατρός ἐστιν σαρκικός τε καὶ πνευματικὸς, γεννη- 


τὸς καὶ ἀγέννητος, ἐν σαρκὶ γενόμενος θεὸς, ἐν θανάτῳ ζωὴ ἀληθινὴ, καὶ ἐκ Μαρίας καὶ ἐκ 
θεοῦ. The longer version amplifies this, quoting, ‘For the Word was made flesh.” 


See also ibid, 20, and Trall.,9. The longer version amplifies this, quoting 
part of the Immanuel prophecy of Isa. 7:14. 

IGNATIUS, Ephesians, XVIII, 2: ‘O γὰρ θεὸς ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦς ὁ Χριστὸς ἐκυοφορήθη 
ὑπὸ Μαρίας κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν θεοῦ ἐκ σπέρματος μὲν Δαβὶδ, πνεύματος δὲ ἁγίου" 

21 [bid., XIX, 1: Καὶ ἔλαθεν τὸν ἄρχοντα τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου ἡ παρθενία Μαρίας καὶ ὁ 
τοκετὸς αὐτῆς κ. τ. λ. 

35 Tbid., XIX, 3: θεοῦ ἀνθρωπίνως φανερουμένου εἰς καινότητα ἀϊδίου ζωῆς" 

533 Ibid, XX, 2: ἐν Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ, τῷ κατὰ σάρκα ἐκ γένους Δαβὶδ, τῷ vig ἀνθρώπου 
καὶ υἱῷ θεοῦ κ. τ. λ. 


34 IGNATIUS, Smyrn.,1: ἀληθῶς ὄντα ἐκ γένους Δαβὶδ κατὰ σάρκα, υἱὸν θεοῦ κατὰ 
θέλημα καὶ δύναμιν θεοῦ γεγενημένον ἀληθῶς ἐκ παρθένου, βεβαπτισμένον ὑπὸ ᾿Ιωάννου, 
ἵνα πληρωθῇ πᾶσα δικαιοσύνη ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ" 
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urrection constitute a trio of vital items in the Christian faith ; and an 
odd passage in Zyad/., chap. 9, speaks of “ Jesus Christ who was from 
the race of David, who was the son of Mary.” 

From the spurious material one may learn something of the 
trend and extent which the more inventive Christian literature soon 
assumed in order to combat Doceticism, Patripassianism, and various 
forms of the Gnostic heresy. From the material cited and quoted 
above at least the outstanding features of Ignatius’s belief touching 
the virgin birth may be ascertained. He believed (1) that Christ 
was conceived in the womb of Mary; (2) that part of him was 
composed of flesh and part of spirit; (3) the former generate, the latter 
ingenerate; (4) the former derived of Mary, the latter of God; (5) that 
he was of Davidic descent; (6) that his mother was a virgin; and (7) 
that the fact of her as a virgin bearing a child was, with some other 
essential Christian truths, hidden from the prince of this world. 

It will be seen that, while this statement of the matter is unphilo- 
sophical, it is nevertheless not so simple as that contained in Matt. 
1:18-25 and Luke 1: 26-38. There the thought is that the Spirit or 
Power of God coming upon Mary causes her. to conceive directly and 
apart from any agency; and, while it is true that Luke 1: 35 points out 
a consequent characteristic of the son to be born, it by no means goes 
so far as to affirm the dual nature of Christ upon the basis of the 
announced miraculous conception. 

In concluding this study of Ignatius, it is important to point out 
(τ) what are his sources, (2) what was his understanding of them, and 
(3) what increment he makes to the study; and this order of summary 
will be adhered to in the case of each writer with whom we have to 
deal. 

1. In so far as Ignatius reproduces or uses the story of the virgin 
birth or of the infancy, he shows no knowledge of any events or facts 
beyond those contained in the canonical gospels. Here, as uniformly 
in his writings, the facts are accounted for by his use of a gospel cor- 
responding to our Matthew, unless he also reflects, as shall be pointed 
out, something of the influence of the Johannine prologue. His 
emphasis upon the star in Zph., chap. 19, is only a rhetorical adorn- 
ment of what is in the Matthzan source. 

2. It is very clear that Ignatius makes the dual parentage the basis 
of the dual nature of Jesus; and it is almost as clear that he predicates 
pre-existence for the divine element in the nature of Jesus. His 


sIcnaTius, Zrall., 1X: τοῦ ἐκ γένους Δαβὶδ, τοῦ ἐκ Μαρίας. 
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representation of the matter is not thoroughly uniform, however, for 
in Eph., chap. 18 (I, 57), he seems to represent the creation of a 
new being, as do Matthew and Luke, while over against this must be 
placed the thought of Zp/., chap. 7 (I, 52) and chap. 19 (I, 57), where 
the idea of the divine and increate one being manifested in human 
form argues some sort of a pre-existence doctrine, based possibly upon 
the teaching of the fourth gospel. 

3. This very hint of the presence and influence of teaching similar 
to that of John’s prologue, and Ignatius’s rather artless and unstudied 
statement of it in a way which modifies the synoptic accounts of the 
virgin birth, constitute a new element in the study, and one which is 
no less important than his advance upon the infancy sections them- 
selves, when he makes the dual nature of Jesus dependent upon his 
dual parentage. Ignatius also gives evidence of an incipient apolo- 
getic or polemic cast in such a passage as Smyrn., chap. 4, where he 
cuts the ground from under those who would say aught against the 
peculiar manner of Jesus’ birth and similarly vital doctrines of 
Christianity, by saying virtually that these matters have been hidden 
from Satan, and consequently from them, his followers. Also in 
Trall., chap. 9, his emphasis upon the fact* that Jesus Christ “was 
truly born and did eat and drink” indicates the unwelcomed existence 
of some form of Docetic doctrine. 

Il. AristipEs (Afology presented to Czsar Titus Hadrianus 
Antoninus, 138 A. D., or shortly thereafter). The statement in the 
previous section that, with the exception of Ignatius, the apostolic 
Fathers preserve a uniform silence regarding the virgin birth hardly 
needed the qualification there given. In the second chapter of the 
Apology (IX, 265) the Syriac, in defining the Christian theology or 
philosophy as distinct from that of the Barbarians (Egyptians), Greeks, 
and Jews, says: ‘And it is said that God came down from heaven, and 
from a Hebrew virgin assumed and clothed himself with flesh; and the 
Son of God lived in a daughter of man. This is taught in the gospel, 
as it is called, which a short time ago was preached among them.”” 

26° Os ἀληθῶς ἐγεννήθη, ἔφαγέν τε καὶ ἔπιεν. 
waado δα. [pod [Xeodo ceo : bakes τὸ Jord} Duty χοίλϑοο 7 
Nao Sepoy wr [2paw elo jal apo bal] 2,25 jicko .|pmo 
as ere I OM =) σι peda] 24 22h - oes [peso] Li} 
: rl bepor, [Dope <= «καλά σι Sasa on roads) Puan «952 


PSSodwZ σοφὲ adalpopsoy Has} pmssz ἵραδαδ 2 κὰν adoon 
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The Syriac version gives evidence of being an early and expansive 
paraphrase of the genuine Greek text.* Although the passage here 
quoted has nothing corresponding to it in the Greek, it no doubt 
represents an early second-century and possibly Antiochian belief. In 
tracing the doctrine of the virgin birth, this Syriac document is to be 
admitted in evidence, but the interrogation point as to exact date 
must be retained. Now, this Syriac interpolation states three things: 
(1) that God came down from heaven and took his abode in a Hebrew 
virgin from whom he assumed flesh; (2) that in this state he is the 
Son of God; and (3) that this belief isa part of the gospel recently 
‘preached among the Christians. 

1. It is clear that Aristides used John and Matthew or Luke. 

2. He states the pre-existence as deity of him who was born of 
Mary, and who, being born of Mary, is also Son of God; but he 
nowhere indicates how he relates these two conceptions to each other. 
The virgin birth is distinctly an incarnation. 

3. This is adecided divergence from the two synoptic accounts, 
and also an advance upon, and an alteration of, the teaching of John, 
which sets forth an incarnation of the Word. What was dimly present 
in Ignatius became clearly defined in Aristides, who attempted to fuse 
a misinterpretation of the philosophy of John’s prologue with the 
story of the miraculous birth in the first and third gospels. Thus 
Aristides denaturalized the birth beyond what is taught in the gospels 
or in Ignatius. 

III. Justin Martyr” (about 110-66 A. D.). The extant mate- 
rial of Justin bearing on the virgin birth is found, with one excep- 
tion, in his first Apology and in the Dialogue with Trypho. The genu- 
ineness of these works is practically beyond doubt ; and the fragment 
on the Resurrection, from which the only other reference is taken, 
cannot, I think, be proved spurious. It has seemed best to deal with 
this rather voluminous material under five heads: (1) we shall con- 
sider those passages which state the fact of the virgin birth, and insepa- 
rably connected with these we shall find certain phrases or clauses 
expressing the purpose of this kind of birth; (2) we shall notice the 
problems with which Trypho the Jew confronts such a theory; (3) the 
use of Greek theology or mythology ; (4) Justin’s appeal to and use of 
prophecy ; (5) we shall note some concessions granted by this eminent 
champion of the Christian faith. 

2% See Texts and Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1. 

29 EuSEBIUS, Church History, Books IV, VIII, XII, XVI-XVIII. 
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1. The passages which make the simple statement that he was born 
of a virgin by the power of God are: Afology, I, 32 (I, 174), 46 (I, 
178) ; Dialogue, 23 (I, 206), 105 (I, 251), 113 (I, 255), and 127 (I, 263). 
Those which add some expression as to the purpose of the virgin birth 
are: Apol., 1,63 (I, 184), “for the salvation of those who believe on 
him ;” Dial., 45 (I, 217), to destroy the “serpent” and his angels, to 
disdain death, and to finally do away with it; and: Diad., 100 (I, 249), 
containing an explanation of the term “Son of man,” because of 
Jesus’ birth by Mary or his descent from Adam through Mary; also a 
statement of the purpose as follows: 


He became man by the Virgin in order that the disobedience which pro- 
ceeded from the serpent might receive its destruction in the same manner in 
which it derived its origin. For Eve, who was a virgin, and undefiled, having 
conceived the word of the serpent, brought forth disobedienceand death. But 
the virgin Mary received faith and joy when the angel Gabriel announced the 
good tidings to her that the Spirit of the Lord would come upon her and the 
power of the Highest would overshadow her; wherefore the holy thing 
begotten of her is the Son of God; and she replied, Be it unto me according 
to thy word. And by her has he been born to whom we have proved so 
many scriptures refer, and by whom God destroys both the serpent and those 
angels and men who are like him; but works deliverance from death to those 
who repent of their wickedness and believe upon him.» 


This antithesis of the work of Mary to that of Eve is met with 
here for the first time. It is a favorite theme with the Fathers, how- 
ever, and will reappear frequently in more elaborate form." 

2. The problems raised by Trypho are twofold : (1) the distinctively 
Jewish difficulty of how there can be another god besides the maker of 
all things, chap. 50 (I, 220), and (2) the difficulty of showing that this 


3°JUSTIN MARTYR, Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo, C: Kal διὰ τῆς Παρθένον 
ἄνθρωπος γεγονέναι, ἵνα καὶ δι᾽ ἧς ὁδοῦ ἡ ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄφεως παρακοὴ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔλαβε, καὶ διὰ 
ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ καὶ κατάλυσιν λάβῃ. Παρθένος γὰρ οὖσα Εὔα καὶ ἄφθορος, τὸν λόγον τὸν 
ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄφεως συλλαβοῦσα, παρακοὴν καὶ θάνατον ἔτεκε. Πίστιν δὲ καὶ χαρὰν λαβοῦσα 
Μαρία ἡ Παρθένος, εὐαγγελιζομένου αὐτῇ Τ᾿ αβριὴλ ἀγγέλου, ὅτι Πνεῦμα Κυρίον ἐπ᾽ αὐτὴν 
ἐπελεύσεται, καὶ δύναμις “Ὑψίστου ἐπισκιάσει αὐτήν. διὸ καὶ τὸ γεννώμενον ἐξ αὐτῆς ἅγιόν 
ἐστιν Υἱὸς θεοῦ, ἀπεκρίνατο. ““Τ ἐνοιτό μοι κατὰ τὸ ῥῆμά σου." Καὶ διὰ ταύτης γεγέν- 
νηται οὗτος, περὶ οὗ τὰς τοσαύτας I'papas ἀπεδείξαμεν εἰρῆσθαι, δι’ οὗ ὁ θεὸς τόν τε ὄφιν 
καὶ τοὺς ὁμοιωθέντας ἀγγέλους καὶ ἀνθρώπους καταλύει. ᾿Απαλλαγὴν δὲ τοῦ θανάτου τοῖς 
μεταγινώσκουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν φαύλων καὶ πιστεύουσιν εἰς αὐτὸν ἐργάζεται. 


3: There is a spurious passage, “Resurrection,” 3 (1,295), which states from the: 
ascetic standpoint the purpose of Christ’s peculiar birth: ‘‘And our Lord Jesus Christ 
was born of a virgin, for no other reason than that he might destroy the begetting by 
lawless desire, and might show to the rulers that the formation of man was possible 
to God without human intervention.” 
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second pre-existent God submitted to be born of a virgin, chaps. 50, 63 
(I, 228),and chap. 68 (I, 252). The Jews expected that when their 
Christ came he would be “man born of men.” In answer to these 
two objections, Justin makes an appeal to the prophecy purporting to 
relate to John the Baptist and the two advents of Christ; and, to 
establish his pre-existence and divinity, makes use of the account of 
how God (who was not God the Father) appeared to Moses and other 
Hebrew patriarchs, and of how the plural of the deity is used in the 
account of creation. Trypho is, according to Justin’s account, con- 
vinced on the first point more easily than a modern reader would be, 
but on the second he maintains his ground in spite of the apologist’s 
use of Isa. 53:8; Ps. 110:3,4; and the Immanuel passage, Isa. 7: 10— 
17. He prefers to think with the Ebionites of a thoroughly human 
Jesus, who, if Christ at all, was made so by the descent of the Spirit of 
God upon him. 

3. The passages which make use of the argument from Greek 
mythology fall into two classes: (1) those which favor the virgin birth 
on the basis of the Greek parallels; and (2) those which emphasize 
the distinction between the Christian story and those of the Greeks, 
showing to advantage the chaste and exalted nature of the former. 
Passages of the first sort are Ago/., I, 21 and 22 (I, 170): 

And when we say that the Word who is the first-birth (first-born) of God 
was produced without sexual union. . . . we propound nothing different from 
what you believe regarding those whom you esteemed sons of Jupiter. For 
you know how many sons your esteemed writers ascribe to Jupiter. And 
if we assert that the Word of God was born of God in a peculiar manner, 
different from ordinary generation, let this, as said above, be no extraordinary 
thing to you, who say that Mercury is the angelic word of God..... And if 
we affirm that he was born of a virgin, accept this in common with what you 
accept of Perseus. 

But it should be noted that in chap. 67 Trypho maintains that 
Justin should be ashamed of propounding a story similar to that of 
the mythology regarding Perseus. So that the parallel to Greek 
mythology is in Trypho’s estimation a further condemnation of the 
virgin-birth story. A little farther on, Diad., chap. 70 (I, 234), Justin 
makes avery ingenious turn of the mythological argument, assert- 
ing that these Greek stories were concocted by Satan, the simulator, on 
the basis of the prophecies that foretold the virgin birth. 25. g.: “And 


32], 21: Τῷ δὲ καὶ τὸν Λόγον, ὅ ἐστι πρῶτον γέννημα τοῦ θεοῦ, ἄνευ ἐπιμιξίας φάσκειν 
ἡμᾶς γεγενῆσθαι... .. οὐ παρὰ τοὺς παρ᾽ ὑμῖν λεγομένους υἱοὺς τῷ Διὶ καινὸν τι Φέρομεν. 
Πόσους γὰρ υἱοὺς φάσκουσι τοῦ Διὸς οἱ παρ᾽ ὑμῖν τιμώμενοι συγγραθεῖς ἐπίστασθε. 
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when I hear, Trypho, said I, that Perseus was begotten of a virgin, I 
understand that the deceiving serpent counterfeited also 1} ]5.᾽᾽ 3 
The outstanding passage which differentiates the Christian from the 
heathen stories is 4fo/., I, 33 (I, 174): 


But lest some, not understanding the prophecy now cited, should charge 
us with the very things we have been laying to the charge of the poets, who 
say that Jupiter went in to women through lust, let us try to explain the 
words. This, then, “Behold a virgin shall conceive,” signifies that a virgin 
should conceive without intercourse; for if she had had intercourse with any- 
one whatever, she was no longer a virgin; but the Power of God having 
come upon the virgin, overshadowed her, and caused her while yet a virgin to 
conceive. And the angel of God who was sent to this same virgin at the 
same time brought her good news, saying,“ Behold, etc... ..” Itis wrong, 
therefore, to understand the Spirit and the Power of God as anything else 
than the Word, who is also the first-born of God, as the aforesaid prophet 
Moses declared; and it was this which, when it came upon the virgin and 
overshadowed her, caused her to conceive, not by intercourse, but by power. # 


Certainly this passage makes for a high appreciation of Justin’s 
insight and discretion. He draws from Luke and interprets him cor- 
rectly, rigidly excluding any idea of intercourse. He repudiates 
Greek mythology as being in any way his own explanation of the vir- 
gin birth, although he has used it as an argumentum ad hominem to 
silence the inconsistent carpings of his gentile opponents. Moreover, 
the Spirit, the Power, the Word, and the Son of God are for him syn- 
onymous terms, and upon this basis he attempts an ingenious harmony 
of John and Luke. Justin’s repudiation of the Greek mythological 
explanation is one of the most creditable elements in his apology 
touching the virgin birth. Whether the Christian conception be right 
or not, Justin has, in so far as he represents the early second-century 
thought, freed it from the grossness of similar heathen stories, and has 


33 Dial.: “Orav δὲ, ὦ Τρύφων, ἔφην, ἐκ παρθένου γεγεννῆσθαι τὸν Περσέα ἀκούσω, καὶ 
τοῦτο μιμήσασθαι τὸν πλάνον ὄφιν συνίημι. 


34 Ὅπως δὲ μή τινες μὴ νοήσαντες τὴν δεδηλωμένην προφητείαν, ἐγκαλέσωσιν ἡμῖν ἅπερ 
ἐνεκαλέσαμεν τοῖς ποιηταῖς εἰποῦσιν ἀφροδισίων χάριν ἐληλυθέναι ἐπὶ γυναῖκας τὸν Δία, 
διασαφῆσαι τοὺς λόγους πειρασώμεθα. Td οὖν, ᾿Ιδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει, σημαίνει οὐ 
συνουσιασθεῖσαν τὴν παρθένον συλλαβεῖν. El γὰρ ἐσυνουσιάσθη ὑπὸ ὁτουοῦν, οὐκ ἔτι ἣν 
παρθένος. ἀλλὰ δύναμις θεοῦ ἐπελθοῦσα τῇ παρθένῳ ἐπεσκίασεν αὐτὴν, καὶ κυοφορῆσαι 
παρθένον οὖσαν πεποίηκε. Καὶ ὁ ἀποσταλεὶς δὲ πρὸς αὐτὴν τὴν παρθένον κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο τοῦ 
καιροῦ ἄγγελος θεοῦ, εὐηγγελίσατο αὐτὴν εἰπών: ᾿Ιδὺ.. . . Τὸ Πνεῦμα οὖν καὶ τὴν 
δύναμιν τὴν παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐδὲν ἄλλο νοῆσαι θέμις, ἢ τὸν Λόγον, ὃς καὶ πρωτότοκος τῷ θεῷ 
ἐστι, ὡς Μωῦσῆς ὁ προδεδηλωμένος προφήτης ἐμήνυσε. Kal τοῦτο ἐλθὸν ἐπὶ τὴν παρθένον 
καὶ ἐπισκιάσαν οὐ διὰ συνουσίας, ἀλλὰ διὰ δυνάμεως ἐγκύμονα κατέστησε. ἕ 
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preserved in his own more explicit language much of the chaste 
quality of the gospel narratives themselves. No part of his apology is 
more sane than this, unless, indeed, it be the concessions which, for 
the practical purpose of winning Trypho and men of his kind, he is 
willing to make. 

4. Justin makes a large and questionable use of prophecy. As 
would be expected, the chief appeal is to the Immanuel passage in 
Isa., chap. 7, but there is also a reference to “ Who shall declare his 
generation” (Isa, chap. 53), and a peculiar use of Gen. 49:11: 
“He hath washed his garments in wine and his vesture in the blood of 
grapes.” 

In Afol., I, 33 (I, 174), Justin asserts that the prophecy (predic- 
tion) was made in order to strengthen the faith of those who should 
see its fulfilment, and insists that the term “virgin’’ (παρθένος) precludes 
the possibility of intercourse in the generation of the child referred to. 
In Dial., chaps. 42 (1, 216), 66 (I, 231), 71 (I, 234), and 84 (I, 241), he 
recognizes and denies the Jewish contention that the prophecy refers 
to Hezekiah and that the term (LXX: ἡ παρθένος) used in the 
prophecy means simply a young woman. He takes up the more con- 
structive part of his argument in chaps. 77 and 78 (I, 237, 238). 
By a somewhat minute and decidedly parabolic interpretation, he 
attempts to show that the prophecy refers to Christ rather than to Heze- 
kiah. This predictive scripture called Herod king of Assyria because 
of his ungodly character. Christ, before he was old enough to call 
father or mother, received the power of Damascus through the magi 
who came with their gifts from Arabia; while Samaria represents the 
‘power of the demon, to whom prior to the birth of Christ the magi 
were in bondage. Thus in the birth of Christ alone the other specific 
predictions of the prophecy are notably fulfilled, and therefore 
strengthen the argument for the foretold virgin birth. It is pointed 
out, further, in Déa/, chap. 84 (I, 241), that it would have been no 
sign at all if the child referred to had been born by ordinary genera- 
tion, and that the peculiar manner of birth is in keeping with the 
creative function of the Word of God, who made Eve from Adam’s 
rib, and in the beginning created all living beings apart from parentage. 

Leaving the Immanuel passage, we may get further light as to 
Justin’s use of Scripture from the following quotations. Diéad., chap. 
54 (1, 222): 

That the Scripture mentions the blood of the grape (Gen. 49:11) has 
been evidently designed because Christ derives blood, not from the seed of 
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man, but from the power of God. For as God, and not man, has produced 
the blood of the vine, so also (the Scripture) has predicted that the blood of 
Christ would be, not of the seed of man, but of the power of God. But this 
prophecy, sirs, which I repeat, proves that Christ is not man of men, begotten 
in the ordinary course of humanity. 

The passage then which Isaiah records, ‘‘ Who shall declare his genera- 
tion? For his life is taken from the earth,” does it not appear to you to refer 
to one who, not having descent from man, was said to be delivered over to 
death by God, for the transgressions of the people? Of whose blood, Moses, 
when speaking in parable, said that he would wash his garments in the blood of 
the grape; since his blood did not spring from the seed of man, but from the 
will of God. And then what is said by David (Ps. 110:3): In the splendors 
of thy holiness have I begotten thee from the womb, before the morning star. 
The Lord hath sworn and will not repent. Thou art a priest forever, after 
the order of Melchizedek. Does this not declare to you that (he was) from 
of old, and that the God and Father of all things intended him to be begot- 
ten by a human womb ? 36 


Perhaps no comment need be made upon Justin’s use of Scripture. 
It is very evident that the New Testament narratives had not in his 
time obtained for themselves the standing of the Old Testament writ- 
ings; therefore he felt the necessity of basing his Afology upon the 
ancient, authoritative, and “inspired” Scripture. The violence of his 
interpretation was not violence in those days, but rather ingenuity, 
ability, and “spiritual,” rather than historical, insight. The final 
impression left upon the mind of the reader, however, is that of respect 
for the interpretative method of Trypho and the Jewish school, and of 
regret that the great Greek apologist for the Christian faith should be so 
far afield from a just and historical interpretation of the Old Testament. 


35 Dial.: Td δὲ αἷμα τῆς σταφυλῆς εἰπεῖν τὸν λόγον, διὰ τῆς τέχνης δεδήλωκεν, ὅτι 
αἷμα μὲν ἔχει ὁ Χριστὸς οὐκ ἐξ ἀνθρώπου σπέρματος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τῆς τοῦ θεοῦ δυνάμεως. “Ov 
yap τρόπον τὸ τῆς ἀμπέλου αἷμα οὐκ ἄνθρωπος ἐγέννησεν, ἀλλὰ θεὸς, οὕτως καὶ τὸ τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ αἷμα οὐκ ἐξ ἀνθρωπείου γένους ἔσεσθαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ θεοῦ δυνάμεως, προεμήνυσεν. Ἣ δὲ 


προφητεία αὕτη, ὦ ἄνδρες, ἥν ἔλεγον, ἀποδεικνύει ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ Χριστὸς ἄνθρωπος ἐξ 
ἀνθρώπων, κατὰ τὸ κοινὸν τῶν ἀνθρώπων γεννηθείς, 


36 Dialogue, chap. 63 (I, 228, 229): “Τὴν γενεὰν αὐτοῦ τίς διηγήσεται ; ὅτι αἵρεται 
ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἡ ζωὴ αὐτοῦ," οὐ δοκεῖ σοι λελέχθαι ὡς οὐκ ἐξ ἀνθρώπων ἔχοντος τὸ γένος τοῦ 
διὰ τὰς ἀνομίας τοῦ λαοῦ εἰς θάνατον παραδεδόσθαι εἰρημένον ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ; περὶ οὗ καὶ 
Μωσῆς τοῦ αἵματος, ὡς προέφην, αἵματι σταφυλῆς, ἐν παραβολῇ εἰπὼν, τὴν στολὴν αὐτοῦ 
πλύνειν ἔφη, ὡς τοῦ αἵματος αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἐξ ἀνθρωπείου σπέρματος γεγεννημένου, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ 
θελήματος θεοῦ. Καὶ τὰ ὑπὸ Δαβὶδ εἰρημένα. ““᾿ Ἔν ταῖς λαμπροτησι τῶν ἁγίων cov ἐκ 
γαστρὸς πρὸ ἑωσφόρον ἐγέννησά σε. Ὥμοσε Κύριος καὶ οὐ μεταμελη θήσεται. σὺ ἱερεὺς 
εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα κατὰ τὴν τάξιν Μελχισεδὲκ," οὐ σημαίνει ὑμῖν ὅτι ἄνωθεν, καὶ διὰ γαστρὸς 
ἀνθρωπείας ὁ θεὸς καὶ Πατὴρ τῶν ὅλων γεννᾶσθαι αὐτὸν ἔμελλε. 
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5. But it is not as if the scriptural argument were the whole of 
Justin’s Apology, and represented the sum total of his thought regard- 
ing the virgin birth. As has been already indicated, he shows himself 
perhaps wiser in his concessions than in his assertions. It is true that 
these concessions are demanded by Trypho, chaps. 67 (1, 231) and 49 
(I, 219), who tries to put Justin to shame for upholding a story ΠΈΔΑΣ 
to that of the birth of Perseus from Danae: 

And you ought to feel ashamed when you make assertions similar to 
theirs, and rather should say that this Jesus was born man of men. And if 
you prove from the Scriptures that he is the Christ, and that on account of 
having led a life conformed to the law and perfect, he deserved the honor 
of being elected to be Christ, (it is well) ; but do not venture to tell monstrous 
phenomena, lest you be convicted of talking foolishly like the Greeks.” 

It was probably in reply to such demands as this that Justin found 
it possible to separate the question of the divinity of Christ from that 
of the manner of his birth, and to fall back upon the character and 
ability of Jesus as a more tenable apologetic ground than that of his 
peculiar generation. Afo/., I, 22 (I, 170): 

Moreover, the Son of God, called Jesus, even if only a man by ordinary 
[generation], yet on account of his wisdom is worthy to be called the Son of 
God; for all writers call God the Father of men and gods.# 


In chap. 48 (I, 219) there is another very remarkable passage of 
concession, and one which indicates that in Justin’s time there were 
Christians who, if his judgment was at all representative, were in good 
standing among their brethren, while denying the miraculous and 
asserting the full natural birth of Christ : 


Now assuredly, Trypho, I continued, that this man is the Christ of God 
does not fail, though I be unable to prove that he existed formerly as Son of 
the Maker of all things, being God, and was born man by the virgin. But 
since I have certainly proved that this man is the Christ of God, whoever he 
be, even if I do not prove that he pre-existed, and submitted to be born a 
man of like passions with us, having a body according to the Father’s will ; 
in this last matter alone it is just to say that I have erred, and not to deny 
that he is the Christ, though it should appear that he was born man of man, 


3767: Kal ὑμεῖς τὰ αὐτὰ ἐκείοις λέγοντες, αἰδεῖσθαι ὀφείλετε, καὶ μάλλον ἄνθρωπον 
ἐξ ἀνθρώπων γενόμενον λέγειν τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν τοῦτον. καὶ ἐάν ἀποδείκνυτε ἀπὸ τῶν Γραφῶν, 
ὅτι αὐτός ἐστιν ὁ Χριστὸς, διὰ τὸ ἐννόμως καὶ τελέως πολιτεύεσθαι αὐτὸν, κατηξιῶσθαι τοῦ 
ἐκλεγῆναι εἰς Χριστόν. ἀλλὰ μὴ τερατολογεῖν τολμᾶτε, ὅπως μήτε ὁμοίως τοῖς “Ελλησι 
μωραίνειν ἐλέγχησθε. 


3822: Yids δὲ θεοῦ ὁ Τησοῦς λεγόμενος, εἰ καὶ κοινῶς μόνον ἄνθρωπος, διὰ σοφίαν ἄξιος 
ulds θεοῦ λέγεσθαι. πατέρα γὰρ ἀνδρῶν τε θεῶν τε πάντες συγγραφεῖς τὸν θεὸν καλοῦσιν. 
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and it is proved that he became Christ by election. For there are some, my 
friends, I said, of our race, who admit that he is Christ, while holding him to 
be man of men; with whom I do not agree, nor would I, even though most 
of those who have the same opinions as myself should say so; since we were 
enjoined by Christ himself to put no faith in human doctrines, but those pro- 
claimed by the blessed prophets and taught by himself. 39 

To summarize the teaching of Justin Martyr very briefly, we would 
say that he looked upon the virgin birth of the pre-existent Word as an 
important factor in securing the salvation of believers and the destruc- 
tion of Satan, disobedience, and death. Justin was acquainted with 
the Logos doctrine of the fourth gospel, but was confused in his 
thought concerning the Spirit, the Power, and the Word, all of which 
were to him terms for the first-born of God, Afo/., I, 33 (I, 174); his 
idea is distinctly that of an incarnation. Heregarded Mary’s function 
for the race as in some sense the antithesis of that of the disobedient 
Eve. The Old Testament narrative proved the pre-existence of Christ, 
the Word, and clearly predicted his peculiar birth. Those who 
accepted Greek mythology had no right to hesitate at the Christian 
story of the virgin birth, since Satan foresaw this story in prophecy 
and counterfeited it in the Greek mythology, and since the Christian 
story is free from all the grossness of the Greek myths. But, after all, 
the belief that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, may be established 
by appeal to his ability, character, and his consequent election by God, 
as some Christians maintain, rather than upon his miraculous birth ; 
although Justin is by no means willing to accept this opinion for him- 
self. 

1. Justin (Dial, chap. 78) is the first to give evidence of the 
presence and use of an extra-canonical source. The mention of the 
birth of Jesus in a cave near Bethlehem indicates Justin’s knowledge 
of some such material as is contained in the protevangelium of 

39"Hdn μέντοι, ὦ Τρύφων, εἶπον, οὐκ ἀπόλλυται τὸ τοιοῦτον εἶναι Χριστὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, 
ἐάν ἀποδεῖξαι μὴ δύνωμαι ὅτι καὶ προὐπῆρχεν Tids τοῦ Ποιητοῦ τῶν ὅλων, θεὸς ὧν, καὶ 
γεγέννηται ἄνθρωπος διὰ τῆς Παρθένου. ᾿Αλλὰ ἐκ παντὸς ἀποδεικνυμένον, ὅτι οὗτὸς 
ἐστιν ὁ Χριστὸς ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ, ὅστις οὗτος ἔσται, ἐάν δὲ μὴ ἀποδεικνύω ὅτι προῦὐπῆρχε, 
καὶ γεννηθῆναι ἄνθρωπος ὁμοιοπαθὴς ἡμῖν, σάρκα ἔχων, κατὰ τὴν τοῦ Πατρὸς βουλὴν 
ὑπέμεινεν, ἐν τούτῳ πεπλανῆσθαί με μόνον λέγειν δίκαιον, ἀλλὰ μὴ ἀρνεῖσθαι ὅτι οὗτός 
ἐστιν ὁ Χριστὸς͵ ἐάν φαίνηται ὡς ἄνθρωπος ἐξ ἀνθρώπων γεννηθεὶς, καὶ ἐκλογῃ γενόμενος εἰς 
τὸν Χριστὸν εἶναι ἀποδεικνύηται. Καὶ γὰρ εἰσί τινες, ὦ φίλοι, ἔλεγον, ἀπὸ τοῦ ἡμετέρου 
γένους ὁμολογοῦντες αὐτὸν Χριστὸν εἶναι, ἄνθρωπον δὲ ἐξ ἀνθρώπων γενόμενον ἀποφαινό- 
μενοι. οἷς οὐ συντίθεμαι, οὐδ᾽ ἂν πλεῖστοι ταὐτά μοι δοξάσαντες εἴποιεν. ἐπειδὴ οὐκ 


ἀνθρωπείοις διδάγμασι κεκελεύσμεθα ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ Χριστοῦ πείθεσθαι, ἀλλὰ τοῖς διὰ τῶν 
μακαρίων προφητῶν κηρυχθεῖσι καὶ δι᾽ αὐτοῦ διδαχθεῖσι. 
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James. But the remarkable fact is that, if such a gospel were in exist- 
ence and known to Justin, it should have failed to influence his view of 
the virgin birth and should have supplanted or colored in so smalla 
degree his reflection of the canonical infancy stories. His use of the 
canonical stories is clearly evidenced in such passages as Apo/., I, 33 
(I, 174); Déad., chaps. 78 (1, 237, 238) and 100 (I, 249) ;** while Afo/., 
I, 30, indicates that he had a knowledge of both Matthew and Luke. 
That he was acquainted with some extra-canonical source is to be 
granted, but, at the same time, the absence of any real or significant 
influence of such a source is of considerable importance. 

2. Justin’s idea of the virgin birth is that of the incarnation (by 
such a process as is described in Luke) of the Son of God, who was 
indeed God and who with the Father constituted a sort of dietheism” 
in the heavenly world prior to incarnation. 

3. From the foregoing it will be seen that Justin’s contribution is 
in the direction of a schematic understanding of the virgin birth, and 
that his attempt is harmonistic, not only in the matter of combining, 
as far as possible, the Johannine and the Lucan representations, as a 
whole, but in identifying the “Spirit” and “Power” in Luke with 
the “Word” in John, and all of these with the “Son of God,” 
whom he considers to be none other than God. His view is decid- 
edly that of an incarnation; and in this he agrees with Aristides, 
but goes beyond him in the attempt to harmonize the facts with this 
view. ᾿ 

IV. Tatian (about 110-72 A. D.). Tatian’s writings have very 
largely perished, possibly because of the church’s disapproval of his 
teaching. In his address to the Greeks, chap. 21 (II, 74), we have 
the nearest approach to a theory of the virgin birth: 


We do not act as fools, O Greeks, nor utter idle tales, when we announce 


4 The statement in the same passage that the magi came from Aradia seems to 
embody a tradition more specific than the story of Matthew, or it may be Justin’s inter- 
pretation of “from the East.” The extant apocryphal gospels make no mention of 
such a fact. 

4" CONRADY, Quelle der Kindheitsgesch. Jesu, pp. 126 ff., endeavors to magnify 
Justin’s use of extra-canonical sources, especially his use of the gospel of James, and 
upon the basis of Afol., I, 33, ὡς of ἀπομνημονεύσαντες πάντα τὰ περὶ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐδίδαξαν, concludes that, according to his own words, Justin used more 
than one gospel of the childhood. 


42On the other hand, Justin’s unequivocal statement of Jewish monotheism is 
seen in Déal., chaps. 11, 114, 127; also in Afol., I, 12, 61, and Afol., II, 6. 
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that God was born in the form of a man. I call on you who reproach us to 
compare your mythical accounts with our narration. 

Although this is not exactly to the point, it seems to be an echo of 
the familiar argument of his teacher Justin. The genealogical tables 
are omitted“ from his Déatessaron (IX, 44, 45), but the account of the 
virgin birth is faithfully reproduced froin Matthew and Luke. 

Thus, while the evidence from Tatian is very meager, it is perhaps 
sufficient to warrant the conclusion that, at the time of his writing the 
address to the Greeks, and also at the time of the compilation of his 
harmony, he was in accord with the narratives in the infancy sections 
of the gospels, and probably shared largely in the apologetic position 
of Justin Martyr. 

V. ME.iTo (bishop of Sardis, 160-77 A. D.) has four brief refer- 
ences to the virgin birth that are preserved to us. These assert the 
pre-existence of Jesus without bodily form, and that, though he was 
“arrayed in the nature of his Father,” he was carried in the womb of 
the virgin and assumed a bodily form from her. Discourse on the 
Cross, chap. 3 (VIII, 756), 0” Fatth, chaps. 4 and 5 (VIII, 757). The 
reference in the Déscourse on Faith, chap. 4, is a striking example of 
the attempted harmony of the Johannine prologue with a combination 
of the infancy stories of Matthew and Luke. No extra-canonical 
influence is discernible, and the contribution of Melito is without par- 
ticular significance. 

VI. IrEnaus (about 120-202 A. D.). With Irenzeus we pass from 
the field of apologetics to that of polemics. Justin Martyr was able to 
get along on friendly terms with his fellow-Christians who believed in 
the natural generation of Jesus. This may have been due to the toler- 
ant spirit of Justin, or to one or both of two other facts, viz., the com- 
parative unimportance of the doctrine of the virgin birth in the church 
at large, and, what is quite probable, the comparative moderation of 
those who took occasion to deviate in some respect from the estab- 
lished belief. But in the time of Irenzeus the doctrine had become so 
rigid and was thought to be freighted with so weighty theological 
consequences, and, moreover, its various classes of opponents had 
become so strong and so odious to the orthodox majority, that the 


4 TATIAN, Oratio adv. Graecos, 21: Οὐ yap μωραίνομεν, ἄνδρες Ἕλληνες, οὐ δὲ 
ληροῦς ἀπαγγέλομεν, Θεὸν ἐν ἀνθρώπου μορφῇ γεγονέναι καταγγέλοντες. Οἱ λοιδοροῦντες 
ἡμᾶς συγκρίνατε τοὺς μύθους ὑμῶν τοῖς ἡμετέροις διηγήμασι. 


44 This to disprove the descent of Jesus from David. See ΤΗΕΟΡΟΒΕΎ, Haeret. 
Fab., I, 20. 
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defender of Christianity was forced to direct his energies against them 
rather than against the outside world. 

This Irenzeus did with no sparing hand, and so diligent was he in 
meeting the Gnostics at every turn in their mystic and extravagant 
vagaries, so persistent in his appeal to the law, the prophets, and the 
New Testament writings, and so conscientious in emphasizing the vital 
deductions which he thought to rest upon the doctrine of the virgin 
birth, that we are indebted to him for both a large amount of material 
on the question and almost proportionate light. 

From an inductive study this material finally falls into a threefold 
division, which, with the ordinary exceptions due to such a method, 
will best serve to present the status of the doctrine in the time of 
Irenzus. We shall endeavor to give, first, a statement of the various 
views held, including, as far as we are able to interpret it, that of the 
Gnostics. In the second division Irenzus’s appeal to Scripture will be 
presented ; and in the third, the more distinctively theological argu- 
ment and deductions. 

1. The doctrine is stated or denied in a great variety of forms, the 
most difficult being that of the Gnostics produced in their attempt to 
keep Christ utterly free from the pollution of inherently evil flesh, and 
also to keep God the Father from dealing directly with that which was 
human and therefore sinful. In Against Heresies, 1,7, § 2 (I, 325)“ it 
is stated that the Christ was produced by the Demiurge from a psychic 
(ψυχικὸν) nature, and that this Christ passed through Mary as water 
through atube. Thus he was made in heaven of wholly supra-earthly 
substance, and suffered no pollution or alteration in his earthly advent. 
The continual aim of the Gnostics is thoroughly to denaturalize the 
conception, birth, and appearance of Jesus, in order to preserve the 
divinely created Christ from material contamination. In Against 
Heresies, III, 22,2 (1, 454), Ireneus meets this theory in the following 
words: 

Superfluous, too, in that case, is his descent into Mary; for why did he 
come down into her if he were to take nothing of her? Still further, if he 
had taken nothing of Mary, he would never have availed himself of those 
kinds of food which are derived from the earth by which that body which has 
been taken from the earth is nourished.‘ 

45 EuSEBIUS, Church History, Books V, XX, XXVI. 

46 The citations in this section, unless otherwise designated, are from this work. 


47’ Ἐπεὶ περισσὴ καὶ ἡ els τὴν Μαρίαν αὐτοῦ κάθοδος. τί γὰρ καὶ els αὐτὴν κατῇξει, εἰ 
μηδὲν ἔμελλε λήψεσθαι wap’ αὐτῆς; "Ἔτι τε εἰ μηδὲν εἰλήφει παρὰ τῆς Μαρίας, οὐκ αὐτὰς 
ἀπὸ γῆς εἰλημμένας προσίετο τροφὰς, du’ ὧν τὸ ἀπὸ γῆς ληφθὲν τρέφεται σῶμα. 
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A rather elaborate statement of the mediaries used by God in the 
formation and earthly birth of Christ is given in I, 15, 3 (I, 339): 


The angel Gabriel took the place of Logos, the Holy Spirit that of Zoe, 
the Power of the Highest that of Anthropos, while the Virgin pointed out the 
place of Ecclesia. And thus by a dispensation there was generated by Him 
through Mary that man whom, as he passed through the womb, the Father 
of all chose to obtain the knowledge of Himself by means of the Word.# 


Here, as in many of the Gnostic utterances, it is difficult to discover 
‘any clear and consistent conception running through the passage. 
This is due to the studied coining of terms and juggling with the 
same for the purpose of making the Christian system more of an awe- 
inspiring mystery, known only to the initiated. From the context, 
however, it seems that these eons of the tetrad, viz., ἄνθρωπος, ἐκκλη- 
σία, λόγος, and ζωή, produced the pre-existent Christ; and in order 
to have an exact parallel in God’s generation of Jesus through Mary, 
these agencies have fitting substitutes which carry out the divine will, 
viz., Gabriel for λόγος, the Holy Spirit for ζωή, the Power of the High- 
est for ἄνθρωπος, and the virgin Mary for ἐκκλησία. There is in this 
scheme of substitution some show of reason. Gabriel does with some 
fitness fill the place of the Word or messenger of God; the Holy 
Spirit, the place of the imparted divine life; the Power of the 
Highest, the place of the natural generating agency, man; and Mary, 
the place of the medium, the church, through which God comes among 
men. The scheme is inconsistent where it introduces the Word as 
imparting to Jesus in his passage through the womb the knowledge of 
the Father. ᾿ 

In I, 25, 1, Carpocrates” and his followers “hold that Jesus was the 
son of Joseph and was just like other men, with the exception that he 
differed from them in this respect, that, inasmuch as his soul was 
steadfast and pure, he perfectly remembered those things which he had 
witnessed within the sphere of the unbegotten God.”® Here one 


48 Kal τοῦ μὲν λόγου ἀναπεπληρωκέναι τὸν τόπον τὸν ἄγγελον TaBpyr, τῆς δὲ Ζωῆς τὸ 
ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, τοῦ δὲ ἀνθρώπου τὴν δύναμιν τοῦ ὑψίστου, τὸν δὲ τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας τόπον ἡ παρ- 
θένος. οὕτως τε ὁ κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν διὰ τῆς Μαρίας γενεσιουργεῖται παρ᾽ αὐτῷ ἄνθρωπος ὃν ὁ 
πατὴρ τῶν ὅλων διελθόντα διὰ μήτρας ἐξελέξατο διὰ Λόγου εἰς ἐπίγνωσιν αὐτοῦ, 


49 EUSEBIUS, Church History, Books IV, VII. 


5°See John 17:3. IRENAUS, Contra Haereses,1, 25,1: “(Dicunt) Jesum autem e 
Joseph natum, et cum similis reliquis hominibus fuerit, distasse a reliquis secundum id, 
quod anima eius firma et munda cum esset. Commemorata fuerit quae visa essent 
sibi in ea circumlatione quae fuisset ingenito Deo.” 
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cannot escape the inference that Carpocrates and his followers believed 
in the pre-existence of the souls of all men. 

Further statements are found in four or five other passages which 
it is necessary to incorporate in this section : 

I, 26, 1 (I, 352): “He [Cerinthus%*] represented Jesus as having not 
been born of a virgin, but as being the son of Joseph and Mary according to 
the ordinary course of human generation, while he nevertheless was more 
righteous, prudent, and wise than other men.’ Jzd.,2: ‘ Those who are 
called Ebionites agree that the world was made by God ; but their opinions 
with respect to the Lord are similar to those of Cerinthus and Carpocrates,”’ 53 
I, 27, 1 (1,352): Cerdo ... . taughtthat the God proclaimed by the law and 
the prophets was not the father of our Lord Jesus Christ. For the former 
was known, but the latter unknown ; while the one also was righteous, but 
the other benevolent,” 5 IV, 16, 1 (1,440): ‘“ The Valentinians 55 again main- 
tain that the dispensational Jesus was the same who passed through Mary, 
upon whom the Savior from the more exalted region decended.” 5° V, 19, 
2 (I, 547): “Others still despise the advent of the Lord manifest [to the 
senses], for they do not admit his incarnation; while others, ignoring the 
arrangement that he should be born of a virgin, maintain that he was 
begotten by Joseph.” 57 

The standard summary of heresies is to be found in I, 22, 31 (I, 
347-58), where, beginning with Simon of Samaria, who held that God 
appeared among the Jews as Son, to the Samaritans as Father, and to 
other nations as the Holy Spirit, he passes on to mention nearly every 
phase of what he calls the “ Lernzean hydra that was generated from 
the school of Valentinus.”’ Saturninus of Antioch in Syria held that 


51: Euseslus, Cz. #., Books III, XXVIII. 

53‘*Jesum autem subjecit non ex Virgine natum (impossibile enim hoc ei visum 
est); fuisse autem Joseph et Mariae filium similiter ut reliqui omnes homines, et plus 
potuisse justitia et prudentia et sapientia ab hominibus.” 

53“ Qui autem dicuntur Ebionaei consentiunt quidem mundum a Deo factum: ea 
autem, quae sunt erga Dominum, non similiter ut Cerinthus et Carpocrates opinantur.” 

54 Κέρδων. . . . ἐδίδαξε τὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ νόμου καὶ προφητῶν κεκηρυγμένον θεὸν, μὴ εἶναι 
πατέρα τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ τὸν μὲν γὰρ γνωρίζεσθαι τὸν δὲ ἀγνῶτα εἶναι, καὶ 
τὸν μὲν δίκαιον τὸν δὲ ἀγαθὸν ὑπάρχειν. 

55 Eusesius, C. 44., Books IV, X, XI. 

56“ Qui autem a Valentino sunt, Jesum quidem, qui sit ex dispositione, ipsum 
esse, qui per Mariam transierit in quem illum de superiori Salvatorem descendisse ; 
quem et Christum dici.” 

57“ Alii autem manifestum adventum Domini contemnunt, incarnationem eius non 
recipientes ; alii autem rursus ignorantes Virginis dispensationem ex Joseph dicunt 
eum generatum.” 
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the Savior was without birth, body, or form, and was only by supposition 
a visible man. Basilides thought that Nous (νοῦς) was the first-born of 
the unborn Father. Νοῦς is called Christ,and from him was born 
Aéyos. Christ appeared upon earth, wrought miracles, transformed 
himself as he pleased, was not in any way humiliated, defiled, or cruci- 
fied. Carpocrates believed Jesus to be the son of Joseph and Mary as 
above stated ; and many of the followers of Basilides and Carpocrates, 
owing to their negation of the worth and salvability of the body and 
their belief in salvation and resurrection for the soul only, became 
degraded into licentiousness and promiscuity. Cerinthus and the 
Ebionites* agreed with Carpoctates as to the birth of Jesus. Cerdo 
emphasized the fact that the father of Jesus Christ was the unknown 
God and not he of the lawand prophets. Marcion accepted only the 
gospel of Luke, expunging therefrom the account of the generation of 
Jesus and other material offensive to the:Gnostic taste. He treated 
the epistles of Paul and prophecy in the same manner. The Encra- 
tites were a product of the teaching of Saturninus and Marcion, but 
represented the extremely opposite result of that teaching which, 
springing from the same or a similar source, culminated in licentious- 
ness ; for the Encratites, holding to the inherent evil of flesh and of 
human generation, practiced the most rigorous abstinence. Of this 
class was Tatian after the death of Justin Martyr. The Barbeliotes held 
that Barbelos, the eternal zeon who existed as a virgin spirit, created 
light and, anoiting it, thus constituted the Christ. The Ophites and 
Sethians, while believing that Jesus was begotten of a virgin through 
the agency of God, and was therefore wiser, purer, and more righteous 
than all other men, held at the same time that Jesus was only consti- 
tuted Christ by the descent of Christ united to Sophia (co¢éa) into him. 

A more condensed summary of the various beliefs touching the 
birth is found in III, rr, 3 (I, 427): 

Some, however, make the assertion that this dispensational Jesus did 
become incarnate and suffered, whom they represent as having passed through 
Mary just as water through a tube; but others allege him to be the son of 
the Demiurge, upon whom the dispensational Jesus descended; while others 
again say that Jesus was born from Joseph and Mary and that the Christ from 
above descended upon him, being without flesh and impassible. But accord- 
ing to the opinion of no one of the heretics. was the Word of God made 


flesh. For if anyone carefully examines the systems of them all, he will find 
that the Word of God is brought in by them all as not having become incar- 


58 1 may be that the Ebionites denied the virgin birth of Jesus in order to main- 
tain his Davidic descent as Messiah. 
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nate (sé#e carne) and impassible,as is also the Christ from above. Others 
consider him to have been manifested as a transfigured man, but they main- 
tain him to have been neither born nor to have become incarnate; whilst 
others hold that he did not assume human form at all, but that as a dove he 
did descend upon that Jesus who was born of Mary. Therefore the Lord’s 
disciple, pointing them all out as false witnesses, says, And the Word was 
made flesh and dwelt among us.’ 

In this passage five tolerably distinct views are set forth: (1) That 
Jesus, the pre-existent one, took a real body and became subject to suf- 
fering, but that his body was in no respect derived from Mary. This 
was the view of Valentinus and was elaborated by Appelles, Ptolemy, 
Secundus, and Heracleon. (2) That Jesus was the son of the Demiurge 
and that upon him descended the dispensational Jesus. (3) That Jesus 
was the son of Joseph and Mary, and that Christ, spiritual and inca- 
pable of suffering, descended upon him asa dove at baptism. This view 
is twice stated, the second statement being in the sentence before the 
last of the reference. It was the view of Carpocrates, Cerinthus, the 
Ebionites, and others. (4) That Jesus was manifested asa transfigured 
man, that he was a semblance only, without flesh and not born. This 
was the view of Saturninus, Basilides, and others. And (5) the view of 
the fourth gospel, and of Irenzeus, that the Word was made flesh. 

So much for the various statements of the doctrine. The chief con- 
tribution made to the study is the appearance of Gnosticism in its 
attempt to entirely rid Jesus Christ of the pollution of the flesh, and 
this by an ignoring of the New Testament account and by a resort to 
philosophic theorizing upon the basis of a half-Hebraized and degen- 
erate Greek philosophy. Otherwise the opposing contentions of the 
natural birth and of the birth from Mary alone by the Power of God 
are practically the same as in the writings previously reviewed. 


59 [TREN ZUS, Con. Haer., 111, 11,3: “ Incarnatum autem et passum quidam quidem 
eum, qui ex dispositione sit, dicunt Jesum, quem par Mariam dicunt pertransisse, quas 
aquam per tubum, alii vero Demiurgi filium, in quem descendisse eum Jesum, qui ex 
dispositione sit; alii rursum Jesum quidem ex Joseph et Maria natum dicunt, et in hunc 
descendisse Christum, qui de superioribus sit; sine carne et impassibilem, exsistentem- 
Secundum autem nullam sententiam haereticorum, Verbum Dei caro factum est. Si 
enim quis regulas ipsorum omnium prescrutetur, inveniet quoniam sine carne, et impas- 
sibilis ab omnibus illis inducitur Dei Verbum, et qui est in superioribus Christus- 
Alii enim putant manifestatum eum, quemadmodum hominem transfiguratum; neque 
autem natum, neque incarnatum dicunt illum ; alii vero neque figura meum assumpsisse 
hominis ; sed quemadmodum columbam descendisse in eum Jesum, qui natus est ex 
Maria. Omnes igiture illos falsos testes ostendens discipulus Domini, ait: Et Ver- 
bum caro factum est, et inhabitavit in nobis.” 
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2. Irenzeus’s appeal to Scripture is noteworthy in that with him first 
we meet the use of the New Testament as an authority similar to the 
Old. His use of prophecy is on a par, with that of Justin Martyr.© 
The quotation of secs. 7 and 8 will suffice to illustrate this : 

On this account also Daniel [Dan. 2:34], foreseeing his advent, said 
that a stone cut out without hands came into this world.* For this is what 
‘‘without hands” means, that his coming into this world was not by the 
operation of human hands, that is, of those men who are accustomed to stone- 
cutting ;® that is, Joseph taking no part with regard to it, but Mary only 
co-operating with the prearranged plan. For this stone from the earth 
derives existence from both the power and the wisdom of God. Wherefore 
also Isaiah says: ‘‘ Thus saith the Lord, Behold, I deposit in the foundations 
of Zion a stone, precious, elect, the chief, the corner one, to be had in honor.” 
So then we understand that his advent in human nature was not by the will of 
a man, but by the will of God. (8) Wherefore also Moses, giving a 
type, cast his rod upon the earth, in order that it by becoming flesh might 
expose and swallow up all the opposition of the Egyptians which was lifting 
itself up against the prearranged plan of God; that the Egyptians themselves 
might testify that it is the finger of God which works salvation for the people, 
and not the son of Joseph. For if he were the son of Joseph, how could he 
be greater than Solomon or greater than Jonah or greater than David, when 
he was generated from the same seed, and was a descendant of these men? 
And how was it that he also pronounced Peter blessed because he acknowl- 
edged him to be the son of the living God ? ® 

®See III, 9, 2 and 3; 21, 1, especially §6, where the Ebionite contention for 
νεᾶνις rather than παρθένος in the Immanuel passage is refuted; and §5 for a 
pedantic treatment of de fructu ventris, renum, lumborum, showing that the use of 
ventris in the promise to David predicted the virgin birth. 

ὅτ See also zbid., V, 25, 5 (I, 554). 

62 An easy adaptation of the term “carpenter” (τέκτων) of the canonical and 
apocryphal gospels, so as to make it more consonant with the quotation from Daniel. 

63 IRENAUS, Con. Haer., III, 21,7: “‘ Propter hoc autem et Daniel praevidens eius 
adventum, lapidem sine manibus abscissum advenisse in hunc mundum (hoc enim est 
quod “sine manibus” ) significabat ; quod non operantibus humanis manibus, hoc est, 
virorum illorum qui solent lapides caedere, in hunc mundum eius adventus erat, id 
est, non operante in eum Joseph, sed sola Maria cooperante dispositioni. Hic enim 
lapis a terra, ex virtute et arte constat Dei. Propter hoc autem et Isaias ait: ‘sic 
dicit Dominus: Ecce ego mitto in fundamenta Sion lapidem pretiosum, electum, 
summum, angularem, honorificum ;’ uti non ex voluntate viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, 
adventum eius qui secundum hominem est intelligamus.” 

6 Note the play upon words in the original. 

‘SIREN £US, Con. Haer., III, 21,8: “ Propter hoc autem et Moyses ostendans typum 
projecit virgam in terram, ut ea incarnata omnem gyptiorum praevaricationem 
quae insurgebat adversus Dei dispositionem, argueret et absorberet; et ut ipsi gyptii 


502 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 


In the following section (9) Irenzeus makes an appeal to prophecy 
to show that, if Jesus were the son of Joseph, he could not be “king or 
heir.” For in Matt. 1: 12-16 it is shown that Joseph was descended 
from Joachim and Jechoniah, but according to Jer. 22: 24 ff. and 36: 30 ff. 
these men were disinherited by God. 

Those therefore who say that he was begotten of Joseph, and that they 
have hope in him, do cause themselves to be disinherited from the kingdom, 
falling under the curse and rebuke directed against’Jechoniah and his seed. 
Because for this reason have these things been spoken against Jechoniah, the 
Spirit foreknowing the doctrines of the evil teachers ; that they may learn 
that from his seed —that is, from Joseph —he was not to be born, but that, 
according to the promise of God, from David’s belly the king eternal is 
raised up, who sums up all things in himself and gathered into himself the 
ancient formation (of man). 

The use of the New Testament centers very largely about the 
infancy sections.” First Cor. 15:3, 4, 12 is used for emphasis of the 
real humanity of Christ, III, 17, 3 (I, 446). John 1:13, “not born by 
the will of the flesh, or by the will of man,” is used in ITI, 19, 2 (I, 449). 
But perhaps most significant of all is the use of Gal. 4:4, 5 in III, 16, 
3 (I, 441), and III, 22, 1 (I, 454), ‘‘ God sent forth his Son, born of a 
woman.” In fragments 52-4 (I, 577) the status of the gospels in 
this controversy is indicated. ‘With regard to Christ, the law, the 
prophets, and the evangelists have proclaimed that he was born of a 
virgin.” ® 

The use of the New Testament is, on the whole, very much more 
reasonable than that of the Old Testament; and while the references in 
the Pauline epistles do not, in our thinking, contribute anything beyond 
aconfirmation of the actual humanity of Christ (a point for which 
testificarentur, quoniam dignitus est Dei, qui salutem operatur populo, et non Joseph 
filius. Sienim Joseph filius esset, quemadmodum plus poterat quam Salomon, aut 
plus quam Jonas habere, aut plus esse David, cum esset ex eadem seminatione 
generatus, et proles existens ipsorum? Ut quid autem et beatum dicebat Petrum, 
quod eum cognosceret esse Filium Dei vivi?” 


6 TRENAUS, zbed., III, 21,9: “Qui ergo eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum et in 
eo habere spem, abdicatos se faciunt a regno, sub maledictione et increpatione 
decidentes, quae erga Jechoniam et in semen ejus. Propter hoc enim dicta sunt 
haec de Jechonia, spiritu praesciente ea quae a malis doctoribus dicuntur: uti dis- 
cant, quoniam ex semine eius, id est ex Joseph, non erit natus, sed secundum 
repromissionem Dei de ventre David suscitatur rex aeternus, qui recapitulatur omnia 
in se et antiquam plasmationem in se recapitulatus est.” 


67 F. g., III, 2,9, 10; 16, 2 ff.; 21,4; IV, 23, 1. 
68 Eusesius, Ch. H., Books V, VIII. 
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Irenzus had to contend), still one can readily understand how such a 
passage as Gal. 4: 4 was irresistibly attractive. But now that the gos- 
pels had become authoritative, and the infancy sections especially were 
so effectually used by the orthodox, it only remained for those who 
opposed the virgin birth to repudiate these sections. Hence we read 
in I, 28, 2 (I, 352): 

Besides this he [Marcion] mutilates the gospel which is according to 
Luke, removing all that is written respecting the generation of the Lord, and 
setting aside a great deal of the teaching of the Lord, in which the Lord is 
recorded as most clearly confessing that the maker of this universe is his 
Father.© 

3. Passing now to Irenzus’s more distinctively theological argu- 
ment and deductions, we see that according to his thinking the virgin 
birth readily explained how the Son of God became the Son of man: 

He therefore, the Son of God, our Lord, being the Word of the Father, 

and the son of man, since he had a generation as to his human nature from 
Mary — who was descended from mankind, and who was herself a human 
being — was made the son of man” (III, 19, 3 [I, 449]). 
Moreover, the ability of Jesus and his excellence of character are 
not admitted as arguments for his messiahship and sonship apart from 
the virgin birth, as is the case in Justin Martyr, but are regarded as the 
consequences of such a birth (I, 30, 12 [I, 357]). 

The superficial parallelism and moral antithesis between the virgin 
birth and the creation and fall can be best appreciated from direct 
quotation : 

III, 21, 10 (I, 454): And as the protoplast himself, Adam, had his sub- 
stance from untilled and yet virgin soil” (for God had not yet sent rain, and 
man had not yet tilled the ground), and was formed by the hand of God, 
that is, by the Word of God, for ‘‘all things were made by him,” and the Lord 
took dust from the earth and formed man; so did he who is the Word, 
recapitulating Adam in himself, rightly receive a birth enabling him to 
gather up Adam into himself from Mary, who was as yet a virgin. If, then, 


6 TREN ZUS, Con. Haer., I, 28, 2: “Et super haec id quod est secundum Lucam 
Evangelium circumcidens et omnia quae sunt de generatione Domini conscripta 
auferens, et de doctrina sermonum Domini multa auferens in quibus manifestissime 
conditiorem huius universitatis suum Patrem confitens Dominus conscriptus est.” 

PTRENAUS, τ Ἴα., III, 19, 3: “ Hic igitur Filius Dei Dominus noster, existens 
Verbum Patris et filius hominis : quoniam ex Maria, quae ex hominibus habebat genus 
quae et ipsa erat homo, habuit secundum hominem generationem, factus est filius 
hominis.” 


7 Also III, 17, 7. 
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the first Adam had a man for his father, and was born of human seed, it 
were reasonable to say that the second Adam was begotten of Joseph. But 
if the former was taken from the dust, and God was his maker, it was incum- 
bent that the latter also, making a recapitulation in himself, should be 
formed as man by God, to have an analogy with the former as respects his 
origin. Why, then, did not God take dust, but wrought so that the formation 
should be made of Mary? It was that there might not be another formation 
called into being, nor any other which should require to be saved, but that 
the same formation should be summed up, the analogy having been pre- 
served. 7? 


Here, as in several other similar passages, Irenzeus shows a famil- 
iarity with Paul’s parallelism between Adam and Jesus, but differs from 
Paul in pushing the parallelism into a region of which Paul was either 
wholly ignorant, or with which he was totally unconcerned.” 

There is a significant passage in IV, 33, 4 (I, 507): 


And how shall he [man] escape from the generation subject to death, if 
not by means of a new generation, given in a wonderful and unexpected 
manner, but as a sign of salvation by God—I mean that regeneration which 
is from the virgin through faith?” Or how shall they receive adoption from 
God, if they remain in this kind of generation, which is naturally possessed 
by man in this world? And how should he [Christ] have been greater than 
Solomon or greater than Jonah, or have been the Lord of David, who was of 
the same substance as they were ? 75 


Such a statement, taken together with the Paulinistic elaboration 


7 IRENAUS, Con. Haer., III, 21,10: “Et quemadmodum protoplastus ille Adam 
de rudi terra, et de adhuc virgine, (nondum enim pluerat Deus, et homo non erat 
operatus terram) habuit substantiam: et plasmatus est manu Dei, id est Verbo Dei 
(omnia enim per ipsum facta sunt) et sumpsit Dominus limum a terra, et plasmavit 
hominem: ita recapitulans in se Adam, ipse Verbum existens ex Maria, quae adhuc 
erat virgo, recte accipiebat generationem Adae recapitulationis. εἰ τοίνυν ὁ πρῶτος 
Αδὰμ ἔσχε πατέρα ἄνθρωπον καὶ ἐξ ἀνδρὸς σπέρματος ἐγεννήθη εἰκὸς ἣν καὶ τὸν δεύτερον 
Αδὰμ λέγειν ἐξ ᾿Ιωσὴφ γεγεννῆσθαι" εἴ de ἐκεῖνος ἐκ γῆς ἐλήφθη. Πλάστης δὲ αὐτοῦ ὁ 
θεὸς, ἔδει καὶ τὸν ἀνακεφαλαιούμενον εἰς αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ πεπλασμένον ἄνθρωπον, τὴν αὐτὴν 
ἐκείνῳ τῆς γεννήσεως ἔχειν ὁμοιότητα εἰς τί οὖν πάλιν οὐκ ἔλαβε χοῦν ὁ θεὸς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ 
Μαρίας ἐνήργησε τὴν πλάσιν γενέσθαι. ἵνα μὴ ἄλλη πλάσις γένηται μηδὲ ἄλλο τὸ σωζόμενον 
ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὸς ἐκεῖνος ανακεφαλαιωθῇ τηρουμένης τῆς ὁμοιότητος ” 

73 See also ITI, 21, 4 (I, 455);. V, 19, 1 (I, 547); and V, 21, 1 (I, 584). 

74 See III, 19, 1 (I, 448); IV, 33, 11 (I, 509); V, 1, 1, 2, 3 (I, 527). 

75 Ibid., 1V, 33, 4: “Quemadmodum autem relinquet mortis generationem, si non 
in novam generationem mire et inopinate a Deo, in signum autem salutis, datam, 
quae est ex virgine per fidem, regenerationem? vel quam adoptionem accipient a 
Deo, permanentes in hac genesi, quae est secundum hominem in hoc mundo? Quo- 
modo autem plus quam Salomon, et plus quam Jonas habebat, et Dominus erat 
David, qui eiusdem cum ipsis fuit substantiae ?” 
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in III, 19, 1, makes the foundation for Irenzeus’s ultimate dogmatic 
assertion : 


Those who assert that he was simply a mere man, begotten by Joseph, 
remaining in the bondage of the primal disobedience, are in a state of death, 
having been not as yet joined to the Word of God the Father, nor receiving 
liberty through the Son, as he does himself declare: If the Son shall make 
you free, ye shall be free indeed” (III, 19 [I, 448)]. 


We have traced the doctrine in Ireneus, noticing its multiform 
statement arising from the conviction of its great importance and the 
menacing features of the different forms of Gnosticism. The appeal to 
Scripture is seen to be, in the case of prophecy at least, no more 
praiseworthy than that of Justin Martyr, while his appeal to the New 
Testament is much more straightforward, and constitutes a new feature 
in the study. The more distinctly theological argument is based upon 
a fanciful, though somewhat Pauline, analogy whose force is not felt 
today. The argument makes the virgin birth the basal and essential 
factor in constituting Jesus a fit and capable Savior for lost and pol- 
luted man, hence those who do not believe in the virgin birth are “in 
the bondage of the old disobedience” and “in a state of death.” Of 
course, the other and silent premise underlying this conclusion is that 
right belief concerning the nature of Christ is necessary to salvation. 

1. In conclusion it should be pointed out that, while Irenzeus 
makes a copious use of the canonical infancy stories,” he has no refer- 
ence to the apocryphal accounts, although they would very naturally 
have been called for in such a passage as IV, 23, §1. Moreover, it 
would appear (I, 27, §2 [1, 352]) that, in the case of the heretic Mar- 
cion at least, there existed no apocryphal source of the kind which he 
needed for his denial of the miraculous generation of Jesus, so that it 
was necessary for him so to mutilate the gospel of Luke that it might 
suit his purpose. Nor is there evidence that any of the heretics knew 
of gospels other than the canonical to which to appeal in advancing 
or supporting their variant views. 

2. In his understanding of the virgin birth Irenzeus has passed 
clear away from the thought of a miraculous but real birth (devoid of 


76 [bid., III, 19, 1: “Rursus autem qui unde tantum hominem eum dicunt ex 
Joseph generatum, perseverantes in servitute pristinae inobedientiae moriuntur: non- 
dum commisti Verbo Dei Patris, neque per Filium percipientes libertatem, quemadmo- 
dum ipse ait: ‘Si Filius vos manumiserit vere liberi eritis.’ ” 


7 £. g., Il, 9, 2 and 3 (I, 423 ff.); III, 16, 2, 3, and 4 (I, 440 ff.); III, 21, 4 and 
5 (1, 452); IV, 23, 1 (1, 494); V, 25, 5 (I, 554). 
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the slightest intimation of pre-existence), such as the accounts in 
Matthew and Luke teach and Ignatius and Justin clearly, though not 
consistently, imply, and in his adoption of the view of the fourth 
gospel has converted the virgin birth into an advent or an incarnation 
in a more rigid and uniform sense than previously prevailed; ὁ. g., 
Contra Haer., I, 25, 1 (I, 330); III, 9, 3 (1, 423); III, 11, 3 (1, 427). 
But, at the same time, in his thinking the divine sonship and nature of 
Jesus were based upon the fact that God, and not man, was his father 
(III, 21, § 8 [Π, 453]). 

3. Thus in Irenzeus we meet what is so far the clearest statement of 
Jesus’ derivation of divine nature from the fact that God is his father ; 
but Irenzus’s chief contribution to the study is in the theological 
significance which he attributed to the virgin birth; for in his thinking 
it was only by such a birth that Jesus could be constituted the adequate 
Savior of mankind—and so far as his moral worth being sufficient per 
se to constitute him Messiah and Son of God, Irenzus, making a bold 
advance from the position of. the earliest apologists, asserted that the 
pre-eminence of Jesus and his unique moral worth were dependent 
upon the virgin birth. 


